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Research on teacher education while in vogue during the
sixties, has nearly disappeared from the professional literature
l during the past few yéars. Topics among the reviews of research on
[ teacher education (Denemark & MacDonald, 1967; Peck & Tucker, 1973)
from this period"addressedlinstructional approaches, i.e. field .
experience alternatives, microteaching, self-paced programs; curricular
components, namely classroom observation systems, value clarification,

gbehavior modification; and human characteristics including attitudes,

personality, and dogmatism of teaching candidates. Thi$ body of
empirical literature ias provided substantial evidence to support the

statement that teaching skills can be taugnt. While this idea is

reassuring to those of us who are engaged in teacher education, it
. does 1ittle to instill public confidence in the ability of professional
edusators to develop theory and establish comprehensive research
programs to improve the teaching process. Peck and Tucker (1973) . (;\
conclude their review with the following plea for creating research '
programs rather than unitary projects on teacher education:
We are genuinely in sight of the theoretical principles, the
operational measures, and even the developmental technology
for moving into a performance-based method of appraising
teaching. A great deal of research remains to be done to
discover additional theoretical principles which Tead to
more effective training. ... more expensive evaluative
research will be absolutely necessary in order to test and .
refine instructional systems... [1973, p. 971].
Responding to this request a research program has been jnitiated
to collect, analyze and interpret data from all phases of anéjperating
" teacher preparation program based on the diagnostic-prescriptive model
of teaching. Specifically, this project was undertaken to create a
substantial data file containing multiple measures of Jearner attainment

o information. These data will provide many alternatives for modeling
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teacher preparation effects through regression analysis.

ORGANIZATYON OF INVESTIGATION

" Program Description

This investigation wasx ducted under the ausp%ces of an
educational éurriculumhand instruction department at a Land Grant
University. Thé(teacher preparation program which participated in
the investigation ig‘g EHmpetency based program for secondary. level
teachers fashioned around a diaénostic prescriptive model of
instruction (Armstrong, Denton, Savage, 1978). This model
conceptualizes teaching as a series of events requiring five distinct .
sets of instructional skills, that is: Specifying Performance B
Objectives, Diagnosing Learners, Selecting Instructional Strategies,
Interacting with Learners, aﬁd Evaluating the Effectiveness of Instruction.
Specifying Performance Objectives - The decisions inherent in
this element of the instructional model are jnstrumental in determining
whether the entire instructional process can be successful in
producing student learning. Restated, thjs idea becomes performance
objectives decermine the direction and focus of ipstruction.. When
B performance objectives are selected and sequenced according to a

logical plan, teachers are in a position of leadership and can justify

their program to responsible critics.

Diagnosing Learners - Teachers need informatiun regarding a
learner's readiness to begin a proposed new instructional sequence.
Bypassing this step in an effort to save instructional time is false
economy, since the result may well be frustrated, bored and unmotivated
learners. When adequate diagnostic information is available,

. instructional plans can be developed that meet the informational and

Selecting Instructional Strategies - In selecting instructional
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strategies teachers should structure activities that are consistent
with the identified performance objectives, the entry levels of the
learners, and the events of 1nstruct1on espoused by Gagne (1970) .
In a sense, selecting instructional strategies is analogous to
generating d1rect1ona1 research hypotheses. A strategy is created
from a wide range of poss1b1e approaches which, in the teacher's mind,
will likely bring about learner atta1nment of the performance
objectives. The appropriateness of this strategy is "tested”
during the implementation and evaluation phases of instruction.
Interacting with Learners - This component represents the
(fd01ng" phase of the instructional model. The elegance of the
instructional plan becomes unimportant if the t1m1ng and cont1nu1ty
of the classroom activities are interrupted creat1ng disorder and
predictable management problems. Thus, Jearning how to 1nteract
with learners is, perhaps, the most difficult set of skills for
new teachers to attain. Mastering these skills requires considerable

practice in actual classroom settings, and serves to justify the

_emphasis on student teaching experience in teacher preparation programs.

Evaluating the Effectiveness of Instruction - This component serves
to gather ev1dence during and after the teaching of an instructional
plan to determine whether the plan "worked." Evaluation should
prompt a review of each component in the instructional model.
Representative questions to illustrate this review include: Were the
performance objectives appropriate? Were the pretests really diagnostic

tools? Did the instructional strategies incorporate the events of
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instruction? Was classroom managemenf’sufficient te maintain a
favorable learning environment? Were the evaluation tools valid
for assessing learner growth .and prograhﬁeffectiveness?

This model provides a framework that encourages the &eve]opment
of individual teaching styles. Indiyidua1ized styles are enc&uraged
because eva]ﬁation of instruction is based on learner attainrment of
performance ob3ecti§es. Given this operating principle, teachers in
preparation are free to choese ppo;edures from their own repeétoires
that they believe will }esult in high levels of learner performance.
Further, teacher responsibility is well served by this model. This
responsibility comes not because of the teaching candidate's adherence
to a set of "ideal role behaviors," but rather in adapting instructional
praétice, as necesﬁary, to help learners achieve performance objectives
that have been selected.

A full semester-fu]i day student teaching program with twelve
semester hours being awarded for successful completion of the experience
is the culminating experience in this preparation program. During this
experience, each student teacher is required to develop and implement
two instructional units each of approximately two weeks duration. The
dinstructional units are to include: performance objectives, a diagnostic
pretest to determine whether prerequisite knowledges and skills are
present, instructional strategies addressed to each performance
objective, and criterion-referenced instruments. These units must be
deemed acceptable and appropriate by both the classroom supervising
teacher and the university supervisor prior to imp]ementation.

Evaluation of student teachers in this program includes supervisor




Eatings based on in-class observations and instructional materials
produced by the student teacher. Generally six supervisor ratings
are completed during a semester. These ratings are recorded on an

Evaluation Profile instrument. It may be of significance that the

final evq]uation for each student teacher recorded on this instrument
represents a consensus rating resulting from a three-way .conference
_between the student teacher, classroom supervisor and university .

supervisor. In addition, a Curriculum Context Checklist for rating

the component of each instructional unit is completed by the university

supervisor. Two of these forms are completed during tlie course -

-
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of the field experience.
Student teachers are also requested to contribute to the

formative evaluation process by comp]eting'weeklx,ref]ection sheets

throughout the semester. Further, summativé\procedunes are conducted
" by student teachers at the conclusion of each unit, where summaries of
learner performances on the pretest, posttest, and objective attainment

information are recorded on Summary Evaluation of Unit forms. These

_ se]f—evé]uation~experiences are consistent with the final component
ofythe djagnostic-prescriptive model of instruction.
sample

Information from82 secondary level student teachers and 9001
learners taught by the student teachers comprised the sample for this
data base. These student teachers_weré supervised by 5 university
supervisors over the course of, five semesters, i.e. Spring 1978‘— 7
student teachers, Fall 1978 - 18 student teachers, Spring 1979 - 19
student teachers, Fall 197979 student teachers, Spring 1980 - 29 student
teachers. The total number of secondary level student teachers numbered

291 during this period (Spring 78 - 68, Fall 78 - 64, Spring 79 - 52,

§
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Fall 79-52, Spring 80-55). The university supervisors have served

in this role from one semester to three years and have established good
relationships. with classroom supervisors -and bui]ding administrato;ﬁ
in the student teaching sites represented in thisproject. More-
over, the supervisors are well versed on the diagnostic-prescriptive
model of instruction on which the preparation pfogram is based and
have held the student teachérs accountable for implementing the
tenets of this model in their teaching.

Fifty-seven classroom supervisors from 12 school buildings served
as the "model teachers" for the student teachers. Five superviso;s
in this group worked with a student teacher for each of the three semesters
the data were collected, while 14 other classroom supervisors served
in this cépacity for two semesters. ‘Names of these individuals and
the student teachers assigned to them are presented in a subsequent
section of this report. In order to qualify as a classroom supervisor,
these teachers met thé following criteria: hold a vaiid teaching
certificate in the field in which they are teaching, have completed
2 full years of public school teaching experience - one of which is
in the local district, agree to serve as a classroom supervising teacher for
both semesters, and agree to attend the inservice meetings sponsored
by the Brazos Valley Cooperative Teacher Education Center and other
meetings sponsored by the Department of Educational Curriculum and
Instruction at Texas A&M University.

Ir. order to enroll in student teaching each teaching candidate

in this sample had met the fellowing criteria:
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1. Attained senior standing with at least 30 semester

hours completed at TAMU including at least six
semester hours in approved professional courses.

2.. Attained a minimum grade point ration (GPR} of 2.25
based on the grade report form published by the
registrar's office of TAMU. N

3. Completed at least 75% of the coursework required
for the teaching fields with a mipimum GPR of 2.25.

4. Admitted to the teacher education program at least
one semester prior to student teaching. The criteria
for this criterion include a statement of personal
conmitment, minimum gradé point ratio (2.25), three
letters of recommendation, successful completion
of English proficiency examination, and *early field
exp. course (*only required for EDCI majors). '

5. Completed ten hours of professional education .
coursework (EPSY 301-3 hrs., EDCI 323-3hrs, EDCI 401-7
4 hrs.).
The learners in this sample were the pupils assigned to the
classes of the 57 classroom supervisors during the five semester period
these data were éo]]ected. These learners attende& one of the following

five school districts in Central Texas, namely: .

Bryan ' (A.D.A. = 8412) Hearne ‘A.D.A. = 1607)
Caldwell (A.D.A. = 1263) Navasota A.D.A. = 2005)
College Station (A.D.A. = 3255) Katy (A.D.A. = 6432)

Information is presented in the data file which enables the learners
to be grouped by student teache}, building site or school district if
desired.

Instrumentation .

A variety of scales and criterion-referenced instruments were
used to yield information for this data base. One of these instruments,

a rating‘scale entitled, Evaluation Profile was used to .obtain

instructional effectiveness ratings of the student teacher's performance.
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Thi's instrument was comp]eted ‘on a biweekly baSis-by the university
supervisor. The scale, consists of twenty—eight Likert type items
(ﬂV1d€d into two categorieskg .e., instructional competencies (21 items),

and personal and profesSiona1\Cempetencies (7 items). Edehgstem i\ %

on the scale is referenced to a performance obJective in the student

. '3‘

teaching program. Further, the instructiona1 SK]]]S addressed on
this instrdment are compatible with the skills and know]edges
stressed in the diagnostic - prescriptive model of instruction, on
which this;program\is based. The superVisor had the choice of
marking one of five categories ranging from excellent = 1, to inadequate = 5:
If the skill was not observed or not applicable to the classroom situation
the supervisor had the option of marking N/A. An alpha coefficient of |
\

.94, determined for this instrument suggests a high degree of internal

‘consistency among responses to the various items.

\\x A second rating scale, the Curriculum Context Checklist, was used
to prbvide university supervisor ratings of the currictilar units
developed. by the student teacher. Values from this scale provided data
for the variable, planning effectiveness of the studént teacher. This
instrument cintgins a 5 choice scale identical to thé scale of the
evaluation profiiesi Individual items of this instrument identify
components of the cUrriculum unit, e.g., general goais, focusing
generalizations, concept 1list, diagnostic component. In addition,
student teachers comp]eted two instruments which served self-

_'evaluation functions and provided time ordered data for this data base.

One of these instruments, the Weekly Reflection Sheet requested the

student teacher to estimate tne\gercent of time she spent during the

K ’ preceding week observing, p]anni.di\assisting, team teaching, and/or

-

10




assessed their morale and provided a numerical rating from 1 to 5 ~

Y

{ asshming fuiT reéponsibi]ity.’_Unfortunately these data were not

obtained during the 1979-80 agggemié year. . Further, the candidates

regard1ng the1r morale accompan1ed by-a,w”Tttgn‘explanat1on of the
rating. These 1nstruments were,suﬁﬁ1tted to the univers1tg§§/perv1sor
at the end of each week throughout the semester™~. « 3

The second 1nstrument Summary Evaluation of Unit, was compléted

by the teaching candidate immediately after comp]et1ng the instruction
associated with each unit. This form required an estimate of the
achievement 1eve1‘5nd socioeconomic level of the learners in additien

to the actual number of class periods required to teach the unit. »
Perhaps the most significant information -collected among all data,

was recorded on this form by the student teacher. These data being’ )
achievement information (1earner attainment of individual unit

objectjves, pretest sceres, and unit posttest scores). Criterion-

referenced tests developed by the student teacher were used toﬂprovide

these learner attainmentdata. These instruments, un1que for each

unit and each student teacher, represent a strength and potent1a1

1imitation in the design of this investigation. As a strength,

the student teacher with guidance\from classroom and university

supervisors developed tests related directly to the outcomes

established for the performanee objectives in each unit. Prior

learning, extenuating classroom situations, and the abilities of the

learners were taken into account in establishing both the objectjves\

and the co;responding criterion tests.\ Under these conditions, the

cognitive attainment measure indeed did sample the behavior called

for in the performance objective.

L.
-
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A potential limitation of candidate-developed criterion-referenced
tests for this investigatioﬁ stems primarily from the lack of information
on the reliability and validity of the respecfive instruments. Con-

. R e,
ventional reliability procedures e»nropriate for norm-referenced tests

were not determined on the various criterion-referenced tests (determine

an individusl's per%ormance with respect to the performance of others
in the group) (Millman, 1974). Thus, whi1e‘Le are concerned, we

are not unduly alarmed by the absence of these values. Validity of”
criterion-referenced ihstrgments on the other hand,kcan be assessed
by determining the 1ogica1\k§1ation of the performance objectives .
and thé individual test item;: Fortunately, this validity check was

conducted by the classroom and university supenvisors on each candidate's’

Ll -
- 4

- test before the instrument was administered to the learners. N

PERSONNEL _ o X .

. Data obtained from the student teachers and their learners in the
sample were ordered, bodgd and placaa in a dgta file initially by

Sherrill Norris, Jim Tobk;, and Tom Walker and more recently by Geneva
Morris, LymapAMaddox, Ephrim Kazimi and Jon Denton; prinéipa1 investigator
of this project. Task sche4u1és for e;ch of these indiviguals were

established to provide a management system for the project. The tireless

\ - .
efforts of the researQb assistants offset setbach;encoyntered in coding

and keypunching the data enabling this project to be completed on schedule.
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SPSS80 and SPSS80SH

Data files from this effort contains 452 variables with 414
of these being directly related to the student teacher and 38
va%iab]es associated with learners of the student teachers. These
variables have been organized‘via the fsilowing datz menu (AppendixA )
and'assigned a variable label. While the data are organized by
" card format,‘&atd"points are stored on a disk pécg with backup
systems being available on_magnetic tapes (ZY23§5;‘ZY2356).
DATA AMALYSIS .

These data files have been gstab1ished to permit the individual
learner to be the unit of analysis. Since the data are ogdered by
the identification humber of the student teachers, the learner data
may be cqmbined ind considered as data sets gf student teachg_rs. Since
o] man; variables have been gathered on the student teachers and
learners in this sample, it is’expected that some variables will not
have values assigned to them from every student teacher or learner.
Thus, the following tables (1-6) present descriptive statistics

on each variable in the file.

13




Var. label

DT
UN1
GN1
FGT
CLY
POKN1
LPOKC1
POR1

POSN1

POSCT

POR2

POAN1
POAC1
DIAI
REM1
CONO1
IST1
LM1
SUME1
FORM1
SUBJ1
UNZ2 -
GN2

Table 1

Descriptive Statististics for Variables on

Card 1 of DENNOR DATA SET

Yariable

Teacher #

Unit Number #1

General Goal

Focusing Generalizations’
Concept List

# of Knowledge P.O.
Components of P.O.

P.0. Rating for Hnit 1

#of Skill Obj. P.0.
Components of Skill 0bj

P.0. Rating for Unit 2

# of Attitude Objectives
Components of Attitude Obj
Diagnosis (ul) )
Remediation (ul)

Content Outline

Inst. Strategies

- List of Materials

Summative Evaluation
Formative Evaluation
Subject Area

Unit #2

General Goal

Focusing Generalization
Concept List

# of knowledge P.O.
Components of P.0.

# of skill Obj. .
Components of Skill 0bj.
# of attitude obj
Components -of Attitude Obj
Diagnosis (u2)
Remediation (u2)

Content OQutline
Instructional Straties
List of Materiais
Summative Eval

Formative Eval

Subj Matter 2nd Unit

Sex of S.T.

Major of S.T.

Age of S.T.

UNIV. SUPERVISOR
Classroom Supervisor
Card 1

1=

80
81
81
82

35
82

1><|

74
.07

AN DY —

.37
.57

NN

NN —=NDMNWMN
o o o o e e e
0]

(o)}

N Lo —
. « s e
N
~

.73

NN
. PO

(0]

w

1.33
22.7

33.49

.05

w

—

~ —

— —

vl d

o o .

N 0N — —a
. . .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(Spring 70)
Student Teacher 4 ef )
Slume, Dine - 43
Gidson, Cindy 2
House, Merty 1%
ortiz, i
Sereason, Lindy 107
Townsend, Xristy %0
Westar, John LY
{(Fal) 78)
Student Teacher 1of les
sartlatt, Paul - 107
Sobsein, Mency - nz
Sromn, Yicki - - %
Drehr, Carle = - n
Dugat, Xathy « = 043
fwnons, Jenet - 108
Gaskill, Linds - 12
Hamond, Terry - 128
Helw, Georye, - - 120
Harringten kris o6
Ingrem, Debbie - oy
Johaston, Jane - 129
LeRue, Lee - - -
Lovett, Rarbara 130
Melek, Dorothy - 124
Owen, Melissa - 142
Sith, Evalyn - 14
Yelker, Tom - - 167
Vebber, Dan - - i34
Noods, Gailan- - o
(Spring 79)
Student Tescher ! {of 1
Besle, TIM = v === 0 m
Sroussard, famond - - - 3 089
Cater, Alfcla « « = = = 32 087
Gandy, Suen - - - - - n -
Garner, rlotte - = =
GI111and, Gene - - - - 35 14
Gray, Lindd = = = = = -
Hasking, Betty <« = -
Hill, Charlotte - - « -
Lante, Fro€ - - - = - = 39 19
0'8rfan, Yaren - - - - &3 129
dver, Lourdes - « = = 4] m
Telurs, Stave o o o« - 42
Schotchanr, Lovra - - < 41 s
Sabesta, Oedrs Ann - - 44 6y
Synder, Sandy - - - - - 43S 140
Stesle, Carolyn - « - - 4§ 0is
Sulltvan, Hanng - - - - & 00
Thompscn, Karen - - - - 4 s
Tillarsen, Shirley - - &9 bk
Young, Jone - - - = - - 50 121
(Fall 1979)
Student Teacher ¢ #Hof lagrner
4
Soenter, Lynn = » - - « 8] 2]
Cardon, Nani s - - 8 %
W Tim- o - 5 136
Hoore, Jomr - - 84 118
Oanfel, Tawmy « - - 85 128
Raboine, Mersha - 5 1)
Tromblee, Mary - - 8 1
Wheeler, Tally - - % 1
Walsenst, Xim - =0 100
{Spring 1980)
udent Tescher 4 #{of Yearners)
Pallen, Eorl - . 5 1
Aippel, Judy - - 60 124
Sell, Becky - - - 8 108
Bertino, Olana -8 129
Nela, Julfe - - - & 17
DeCluitt, Sherf - 65 127
wnnelly, Gorthy - 6 89
Kare, AbMe = < - - - - 67 178,
Kallus, Marilyn Jones - 68 32
E1kin, Yalorfe- « - - - 69 162
-= 70 126
-=-nNn AS
-=+s N b7
Toyler, Devid - -« « = 73 189
Tscherhart Jonise « - = 74 1L
Pivers, Yalorfe - - =« « 75 109
Sioa, Jenet - - - - - 76 109
Staten, Care) - - -.- - 77+ &
Turrer, Tanyts - -« « 73 109
Persanter, Tawmy -« - 79 151
Smith, Lisg o« -0« 80 14)
Martin, Kay « = « = = = 8} 1
Klaus, Debroe « = == = 82 117
Slough,Rote Annt « - « = §) s
Sradiey, Phyllls - - - 84 3"
Corse, seee-- 8 148
Bechman, Susen - - -« 86 131 .
Paviicek, Mary - -+ - 8] =79
Newyn, Merfe -+« - 88 »
Wilsen, Lusmie « « - - ¥ w
¥a ,hrr{----- L 1]
Criffin, Chrly = - -« 92
Harrfs, Dedbie <« - - - 9)
Watier, Mandy = = « = o ¥4
Carrille, Etgs - - - - 95
Soury, Srends - -+ - - ¥
Paseh, karen - --- . 9]
Calarells, Debdfe - - - %

13
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i
ting

Tadle 2

Descriptive Statistics fer Dets on

Card 2 of DEINCR

Yariable

Teacher mmber

Srade Leva) of untt )

Nasber of instructional perfods i Unit 1

Length of period in minutes

Estimatod schiovement lave) of students
Nighel, Middles2, Low=)

€stimated Secte-Econemic level of students
Ugseret, Niddle te Upper+2, Niddles).
Kiddla te Lowersd, Lowers$

Grade tevel of Unit 2

Mober of instructional periods in Unit 2

Length of peried in minutes

Estimetod schisvesent level
Highel, Kiddlee2, Low=)

Estimated SES U 1, Middle to Upper2
Hidalesd, Niddle to Lowerss, Lowers$

Oversl] Grade Point Ratfe

Prof, £d, Greds Point Matle

Teaching f101471 Grade ?aint Retio

Teaching field 2 Grade Peint Ratie

Schoel Kame (site cf Student Tesching
Exparience)

Evalvation Profile #1 o)

Unfvy Sup rating ef use of lesson plan

Univ Sup reting of use of Per. ObJective

Univ Sup reting of disgnestics used

Unfy Sup rating of remedfation precodures

Uniy Sup rating of mastery of contant

Ualv Sup rating of éuplicetion equipment

Unfy Sup rating of use of A-Y equipment

Uniy Sup rating of introductien &
conclusion of lesson

Univ Sup rating of method of {nstruction

Univ Sup rating of four types of Stimulus
Presentation

Unty Sup reting of use of attending
bedavier

Univ Sup rating to give clecr directions

Unfv Sup rating of use of different levels

of questiens

Univ Sup rsting of reinfercing techniques

Univ Sup reting te clarify values

Univ Sup rating of classroem mandgesent

Laiv Sup rating of eveluiation instrument

Univ Sup rating te evaluste inst. pregren

Univ Sup reting of self-evaluation

Univ Sup rating teaching o two week unit

Unty Sup rating sode)

Unty Sup rating responsiblity

Univ Sup reting promptness

Univ Sup rating persons) grocsim

Univ Sup reting cooperstion

Univ Sup rating scceptance of school norms,

Univ Sup rating eneryy
Univ Sup rating concern for schoel

16

nR2

k]
kr
36
LH

"

8.52
n.w
8.2

2.

L

—— -

B=RTr=LR

.93
M
1.1

14
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fable 3
Oascriptive Statistics for Dets on
Cars 3 of DENVOR

Univ. Supervisor --Eveluation Profile « Ritings ” .
Yar, Ladel Yarisdle X b 8.0,
loacher rumber
tvep Evatustion Profile 92 -2
Ev2r) Univ Sup reting - 1e330n Plen [} 1.09 .18
[ r'nlv Sup reting « per objectiva 36 2.2? "
tyar v Unlv Sup reting - dlagnostics used 32 1.57 1.08
vare Univ Sup rating - fatica precedures 29 A8 .95
Ev2Ps Univ Sup reting - masteryof content “ 2.04 .18
(173 Univ Sup rating - duplication equipmnt 3 1.15 N
Evar? Univ Sup reting - use of As¥ equipment 30 .23 1.1
fvars Univ Sup reting - introduction & wnclu- 42 2.43 .89
sion ef Jesson
£y2re Univ Sup reting - methoc of Instruction 4“ 2.4 g6
Ev2rio Univ Sup rating - four typss of stimulus &S .33 .93
prasentation
varn Univ Sup reting - use ef attending dehavior 44 2.%2 76
EV2P12  « Univ Sup rating - to give clesr directions 4§ 1.82 .68
Ev2r1l Uaiv Sup rating - use differant levels of 44 2.02 1.28
Questiens . .
Ev2rid Univ Sup rating - of reiaforcing techniques 45 2.48 K1) P
(4744} Univ Sup reting - to Clarify values: 30 2.30 109
Ev2ris Univ Sup reting - of classroom mansgement 4% 2.42 .66
evanz Univ Sup reting - of evalustion instruments 3} 1.58 .99
Ev2ris Unlv Sup rating - te eveluste inst. progrim 29 1.69 1.4
£v2r19 Univ Sup rating - of self evaluation, N 1.5% 1.4
£Y2r20 Univ Sup reting - tesching & 2 wk unit 32 .56 .98
tv2r2l Univ Sup rating - modal “ 1.86 82
Evar22 Univ Sup rating - responsidility 3 .88 it
ty2r2d Univ Sup rating - promptness 30 n .63
fvarae Univ Sup reting - persenal grooming 33 802 58
£ya2r28 Univ Sup rating = cooperation 3 8 <59
Evar2s Unfv Sup reting - sccedtance of schoolnorms 3t .84 .69
fy2r2? Univ Sup rating - energy 3 .08 .8
£v2r2e Univ Sup reting - concern for school 33 42 .63
tv2r Evalustion Profile #3 =)
(12141 Univ Sup rating - lesson plan $2 1.67 .76
Evir2 Univ Sup rating - per. ebjective 4 1.9 N
Ev3rl Univ Sup rating - diagnostics used 4 1.86 A7
tv3rs Univ Sup reting - mastery of content 53 1.e& n
tvire . Univ Sup reting - ramediation procedures 55 1.0 n
Eviré Univ Sup reting - duplication equipment 44 .43 g ~
£irn? Univ Sup rating - use of A.¥ equipment 43 1.3 1.09
[$51,) Univ Sup roting - introduction & conclusionsy 1.98 02
of lesson
£y2r9 Univ Sup rating - method of instruction $3 .17 13
Y30 Univ Sup reting - four types of Stimulus 83 1.87 n
pretntation .
i Untv Sup rating = use of attending $3 ] 10
benavior
£v3r12 Univ Sup ratirg - to give clear-dircctions 53 | }.85 ~66
£Y3r13 Univ Sup resing = use different Tevels of 53 13 .30
questions %
[12141) Univ Sup reting - of reinforcing techniques 53 2,00 .66
[24H Undv Sup rating - to clarify valucs 38 2.03 .2
(331413 Univ Sup rating - of classroom manayement 33 2,28 .4
£v3r7 Univ Sup rating - of evalusticninstrusenss 36 V22 .66
(121413 Univ Sup rating - to evaluste inst progrsm 39 1.92 i
£v3r19 Univ Sup rating - of self evalustion » 1.0 2
£Y3r20 Uniy Sup reting - tesching & 2 wk unft 38 .26
i Unfv Sup rating - model $3 1.49 6
Ev3r2?2 Untv Sup rating - responsidility 46 .9 .88
£y3r23 Univ Sup reting - promptness 46 N .5
£Y3P24 Unfv Sup rating - personal grooming 4% .89 38
£v3p2§ Univ Sup rating - cooperation o 1.00 &
EY3r26 Univ Sup rating - acceptance of schoolnorms 36 .93 49
fy3r2] Uniy Sup reting - esergy 4% .93 .83
£Yir28 Univ Sup rating - cencern for schoutl 45 .9 .56
£in Univ Sup reting - lesson plan 39 1.44 .68
a2 Uniy Sup rating - per odjective -39 1.49 76
(1714} Univ Sup rating - diagnostics used k13 1.44 .0
£Yare Unlv Sup rating « rewedistion procedures 23 1.70 .76
Evars Univ Sup rating - mestery of content 3 1.58 el
(11147 Univ Sup reting - duplication equipment 30 1.30 il
! Unfy Sup rating - use ef A«Y equipment 30 1.53 %0
A7 Urdy Sup rating - intreduction § conclu-  J7 2.05 10
sfon of les.on .
EY4rs Unfv Sup reting - method of {nstruction b} 1.31 K1
tyarno Univ Sup rating - four types of Stimulus i 1.82 n
presentation
tyarn) Univ Sup rating - ute of sttending benavior I3 1.87 N1l
£yéri2 Univ Sup rating - to give clear directions 38 1.63 .63
£¥491) Univ Sup rating - use different levels of 37 1.78 .92
questions
Evar1s Unfv 2up reting - of retnforcing techalquss 39 1.90 .19
tans Univ Sup rating - te Clarify values 63 8 1.00
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| Descriptive dtatistics for Data on
B Card 4 of DENNOR
h Unlversity Supervisor - Cvatuation Profile Ratings
var Labed » Yeriable L] 1 s 0.
fescher nusber
LYARIA Unty Sup rating - clasiroom managament 3 149 I
i AP Unly Sup rating = evaluation Instruments 2% 1.56 "
EV4pP1 - Untv Sup reting = eveluate iInst. proqgram 2) 148 "
fvape iniv Sup rating - of sel¢ cvalustion 2% 150 N
1 Iniy Sup rating - teacning 3 ¢ wk it It (A 4
[AL194] Univ Sup rating - mode 33 1.43 0
tar22 Unly Sup rating = responsibility n . A4
. EY4P23 Univ Sup reting - promptness 37 .95 10
£vap2e Univ Sup rating - personsl grooming n .95 40
EVaP2S Cnlv Sup rating - cosperation 37 1.0 A7
EVeP26 Unlv Sup rating - acceptance of schos) rores ) .97 44
£var2? Unlv Sup rating = energy 37 1.00 47
EV4P28 Univ Sup rating - concern for sChanl 36 K1 i
EVSPI Univ Sup rating = lesson plan ki ] 1.20 .52
~ EvSp2 Unlvy Sup rating - per. objective 3 1.20 17
15121 Ualy Sup rating - diagnosiics used 39 1.0 R
EVSP4 Unfy Sup rating - remedistonprocedures 29 1.48 .3
EvSPS Univ Sup rating, - mestery of content 39 1.41 .50
EV5P6 Iinly Sup rating - duplication equipment 35 1.00 59
£vee? Unly Sup rating - use of A-¥ equiprent 25 Byl -6
£vses Uniy Sup rating - introcuctfon & conclusion 3 1.6¢ 4] @
. of lesson )
EVSPY Univ Sup rating « method of Instrixtion 39 [ 49
11114124 Univ Sup rating « four types of stimulus 3 1.51 R4
presentation
311311 Univ Sup rating - use of attending behavior 40 172 o .
EVSPI2- Unlv Sup rating - to give tlvar $nrections k11 1.3 57
[a£10}] Univ Sup rating = use different levels of b ] 1.69 .57
questions Py
EvSP14 Univ Sup Rating - of reinforcing techniques 39 1.69 .8
EvSe)S Univ Sup rating = to clarlfy values e ) .09 e
EVSP16 Univ Sup rating = of classroom menegement 3 1.82 .16
o1y Univy Sup rating - of evaluatica instruments 29 L1 W35
vsea Univ Sup rating = to evaluate inst, program 9 1.4 .55
(4114} ] Univ Scp rating = of selt evalusation 3 1.9¢ .98
EY5P20 Uniy « teaching a 2 wk unit 3 1.06 .
EV5P21 Univ Sup rating - el 39 .o 56
EYSP22 Univ Sup rating - responsihslfty ” w .61
o EYSP23 Univ Sep rating - promgtness 28 N 46
- ‘o EVSP24 Univ Sup rating - personal Srooming el i R .40
EVSP2S Univ Sup rating - cooperation 28 1 .50
EV5P26 Unfv Sup rating = acceptance of school norms ] 15 44
EvSP27 Untv Sup rating - energy 2 il .50
EVSP28 Unfy Sup rating - concern for schoot 28 K 1.07
M 3714 Evaluation Frofile 46
- 3114 Unlv Sup rating = lesson plan n 118 K9]
Evér? Uniy Sup ratina.- per objective n 1.3 4
(3112 ] Unly Sup rating - dlegnostics used n 1.4? 50
Evére “Univ Sup reting - remedfation procedures 10 .37 .59
. £vérs Univ Sup rating - mester of content 17 125 46
Evers Uniy Sup rating « diplication equisment n 1.1 A&7
Evér? Univ Sup rating - use of A-Y equipment n 1.18 .48
EVSF3 Univ Sup rating - introduction & conclusions n 1.48 .58
of lessons
EYery Unfv Sup rating = method of fastruction n 1.2) .46
EVéP10 Unlv Sup rating = four types of stimulus n 1.3% Loy
presentations
[4734)] Uniy Sup rating = yse of attending behavior n 1.64 '3}
£Y6P12 Unfv Sup rating ~ to give clear directfons n 121 L1}
EVér1d Univ Sup rating - use different levels of n 1.49 o
questions
EVéP14 infv Sup rating - of reinforcing techniques n 1,45 .88
Evérs Univ Sup ating o to clar{fy valurs 4 1,96 .48
1411411 Univ Sup rating « of classroom ménsqement n” 1.67 6
Evéri? Unly Sup rating « of evaluation instruments 77 1.19 40
Evéria Univ Sup rating = to evaluate inst. program Vet 1.1% 40
A48 Univ Sup rating - of self evaluation 7% 1.21 Al
EV6P20 Unlv Sup rating « teaching a 2 wk unit n 1.03 RT3
EVéP2) Univ Sup rating - model 77 1.19 1)
Evér22 Univ Sup rating « responsibility n 1.06 24
Ev6P2) Unly Sup rating - promotness - 17 1.05 n
EVEP24 Unlv Sup rating « persosal grooming ;; 1.04 KT
EVEP2S Univ Sup rating = cooperation .04 It
E76P26 Unfv Sup rating - acCeptance of SChimInOrm 7 |,?o 0.
Evér27 Univ Sup rating + enerey A 1.0 .ga
Ev6P28 Univ Sup rating = concern for schoul 7 .04 .0
&
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var \abel

. TAS
N jig)
TiAt

faple

Descriptive Statistics for Deta on
Card § of DENMOR
Seekly 5.7 Schedule

Yarfable
Teacher ¢
Wil - Time - % Introd. Activity
wkl = Time - T Planning

wkl « Time = % Asststing

- Time - % Tean leacning
wkl « Time - % full Rumslblllty
wk] - Time 3 2nd Envirorment
wkl - Morale Rating
wk? - Time - T Introd. Activity
wk2 - Time « 1 Planning .
wh2 ~ Time - % Assisting
w2 - Time - % Tosm Teaching
wk2 - Time - % Full Responsibility -
wk2 = Time « § 2rd Environment
wk2 - Morsle Rating
wkl - Time - % lntrod Activity

time ~ 3 Planning
Time - % Assisting
Time ~ % Tesm Teaching
Time - % Full Responsibility
Tine - 1 204 Environment
Morsle Rating
Time - % l..trod Activity
- 3 Planning
Time - % Assisting

% Tean Teaching
£ Full Responsfbility
Tine - l an Enviroment

Tine - z lntrod Activity
Tine - 1 Planning
Time - % Assisting
Time -~ % Teem Teaching
Time - % Full Mesponsibility
Time - X 20d Enviroment
Morale Rating *
Time - % Introd,. Activity
= % Planning
« % Assisting
Time - % Team Teaching
- X full Responslbﬂhy
- % 2nd Enviconment
Morale Rating
Tine - % lntrod Activity
Tine - 3 Planning
Time - 3 Assisting
Tine - % Team {eaching
Time - % Full Raspoasibility
Time ~ T 2nd Enviromnent

wk] - Morsle Rating
- Tihe « % lntmd Activity
« % Plamning
wk$ - Tise » ¥ Assisting
- % Teasm Teaching
= T Full Responsibility
wi§ - Time = % 2nd Enviromaent
wid - Morsle Reting
wkd - Time - 3 lntrod Actavety |
wk$ - Time = T Planning
»k9 - Time = % Assisting
wk3 - Tine = % Tean Teaching
wk9 « Time = 3 Full Responsibility
wk9 - Tise - % Zsd Envirorment

, w9 = forale Rating

wk]0- Tise - % Introd. Activity
wk10- Tfne - X Planntng

wk10- Time - ¥ Assisting

wk10- Time « S Team Teaching
wkl0« Time - 3 Full Responsibility
wk10e Tiwe = 3 2nd (nviromment
wk10: Morsla Rating

wkll- Time - 3 lntro, Activity
wk1l- Time « 3 Planning

wk]le Time = T Assisting

wk1l- Time = T Tesm Teaching

wkll- Tine = X Full Respensibility
wkll~ Time = £ 2nd Envirommeent
wkil- Morsle Rating

wkl2- Tire - % lntro‘ Activity
wk12- Time - % Planning

wkl12- Time - 3 Assisting

wki2- Time - X Tewm Teaching
wk12- Time = § Full Responsibility
wkj2- Tine - % ZM Envirorment
wk12- Morale Rat

wkll- Time - 3 lntro Activity
wk1)- Tine - % Planning

wkl)- lime - % Assisting

wkl- Time - % Team Teaching

wild- Tise - 1 full Kesponsibility
wkl)- Timg = 3 2nd Enviromment
wkld- Morale Rating

wild- Tise « I Intro. Activity
wk}d- Time - X Planning

wkld- Tine - T Assisting

wkit- Time - T Tesm Tesching
wkl4- Tine - 3 Full Responsibility
wkid- Tise - $ 20d Cnviroament
wk14- Morsle Riting

wi]5- Tise = 3 Intro. Activity
wk15- Time - £ Planning

wk1s- Time « % Assisting

wk15- Tise - 5 Tesm Teaching
wk15- Tise - % Ful) Respensibtiity
wk15e Time + 3 2nd Envirerment
wkib- Horale Rating

R AR NN

Yalves Yor the Tise based varfahies were not
tncluded becousd mlssing values were not
ezciuded from calculations,
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Var. Label

LID
PRE1
0B1
0B2
0B3
0B4
0B5
0B6
0B7
088
0B9
0B10
0B11
0B12
0B13
0B14
0B15
POST1
NOB1

" PERACH1 °

PRE2
0BJ1
0BJ2
0BJ3
0BJ4
0BJ5
0BJ6
0BJ7
0BJ8
0BJS
0BJ10
0BJ1N
0BJ12
0BJ135
0BJ14
0BJ15
POST2

. NOB2

PERACH2

\
Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for
Card 7 of DENNOR .
Performance Data on Individual Learners

Variable - N

Teacher #
. Learner ID

PRETEST SCORE UNIT 1 (Raw Score) 5205
UNIT 1 - Objective 1 6960
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 2 7025
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 3 7025
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 4 6838
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE § 6636
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 6 5093
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 7 3572
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 8 2586
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 9 1892
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 10 1376
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 11 957
UNIT 1 ~ OBJECTIVE 12 917
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 13 673
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 14 595
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 15 366
POSTTEST SCORE (RAW) UNIT 1 6836
Number of objectives - Unit 1 9001
% of total obj. achieved by learner Unit 1 7041
PRETEST SCORE Unit 2 (Raw Score) 4425
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 1 6604
UNIT 2 - QBJECTIVE 2 6607
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 3 6512
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 4 5872
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 5 5258
UNIT 2 --0BJECTIVE 6 4185
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 7 3119
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 8 2410
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 9 1751
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 10 1146
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE N 782
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 12 529
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 13 423
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 14 352
UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 15 275,
POSTTEST SCORE (RAW) UNIT 2 6287
Number of Objectives - Unit 2 9001--
% of Total obj achieved by learner Unit 2 6609

20

18

X 5.D.
28.41 26.50
.70 .46
72 .45

68 ° .47

69 .47

69 .46

66 .47

72 .45

67 .47

68 .47

63 .48

80 .40

69 .46
.65 .48
.70 .46
.58 .49
60.05 34.60
5.99 4.19
69.44 28.32
34.18 30.42
.70 .46
.67 .47
.68 .46
.65 .48
.63 .48
.64 .49
.74 .44
.76 43
.68 47
.68 .47
.62 .48
.48 .50
77 .42
47 .50
.48 .50
61.29 29.29
5.24 4.12
66.25 30.41




At f%rst glance these tabula, summaries are overwhelming because of
the sheer volume of numbers, symbuls and labels. However if -one scans the
figures looking for trends and stability across the variables, pattern§
begin to appear. For exémp]e, in table 1 the Supervisor ratings for the
unit 1 components are genera11y hetter (lower numerica] values) than their

analogues in unit 2.- Add1t1ona11y, one may note the number of 1earners

s

taught by the student teachers ranged from 23 to 189, with the mean value
being 115.

Tables 2-4 provide summaries of the six classroom observ:tion ratings
of the university supervisor gleaned from the Evaluation Profile instrument.
One finding fro; the 168 summaries provided in these tahles is the variation
in the number of observations across these samples. _[The initial observation
EVIP contained information from §5 student teachers, while subsequent
observations f1uétuafed, i.e., EV2P-44, EV3P-53, EV4P-63, IV5P-40, EV6P-77.]
One reason for this variation across observations is that data collection
procedures employed by’Some of the supérvisors yielded values for only the
EV3? and EV6P clusters of variables, Further, much of the data collected
during the Fall, 1979-Spring, 1980 yielded only the EV6P thus explaining the
1érger N. Additiona]]yz the measures of central tendency for the individual
variables contained in tables 2-4 illustrate marked’improvement of the student
teachers instructional skills in some instances. To illustrate this
obsgrvation consider the mean va]ugs for the variable, university supervisor
rat{ﬁg\qf classroom management, across the six observations: EVIP16-2.53,

“
EV2P16-2.42 , EV3P16-2.28,. EV4P16-1.89, EV5P16-1.82, EV6P16-1.67. Recalling

that the 1owe;\fhe numerical value the better the rating, uvne can see

.
.

gradual improvement over the course of the student teachin§ semester With

respect to the 1nstructidﬁal skills related to classroom management.

~
~
~
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Directing our attention to table 5, we find numerical values for
weekly morale ratings for student teachers. Note the trend from the
beginning of the semester through the final week of student teaching is

upward (higher value-higher morale). The mid-semester slump of student

teacher morale is a we11-documented_phenomenon, (Morris, et al., 1981) which

appears in table 5 as slightly lower mean values for the variables MR3

through-MR6+— -~ —— —-- —+ ——

Finally, table 6 provides summaries of performance of individual
Tearners of the student teachers. For this reason the magnitude of the
number of observations in this table is roughly 100 times greater than the
N's in tables 1-5. One casual observation regarding the mean values
appearing in table 6 is the observed level of objective attainment, which
isi.65f.15. Stated another way, the average percentage of learners
attaining any objective in the initial instructional unit fell between 50
and 80 across all student teachers. This observation nearly holds for the
second unit performances as well. Further, it is interesting and perhaps
puzzling that cognitive attainment of learners measured in terms of the
number of ogjectives attained (PERACH1 and PERACH2) dropped from 69.44
in unit 1 to 66.25 in unit 2. These observations only brush the surface
of the information contained in tbis data set, and the reader is enco;raged
to examine the values in tables 1-6 for the purpose of generating questions.
CONCLUDING REMARKS _

The intent of this paper has been to provide a general description of
both the secondary teacher preparation program in EDCI and the extensive
data sets, DENNOR80 and SPSS80SH. For this reason, much has been made

about the model of instruction which our program enbraces and the student




teaching experience our candiates complete. It is hoped the background
information has provided a context from which to examine the data summaries
in tables 1-6. Moreover, given th{s context and the data summaries, perhaps
a number of questions come to mind, which can be answered by analyzing

and probing the data set. The research group on teacher education within
the department has reviewed the data summaries and have raised the following
questions: '

(1) Do learners of EDCI majors atta1n more than learners of non-majors
in EDCI?

[
(2) Is the cognitive attainment of learners markedly different across
different student teachers?

(3) Is there a relation between instructional time on task by student
teachers to positively influence cognitive attainment among
their learners? .

(4) How valid are supervisory ratings for predicting the ability of
student teachers to positively influence cognitive attainment
among their learners?

(5) Can_the diagnostic-prescriptive model of instruction be empirically )

validated given the DENNOR data set?

(6) Do academic characterisitcs of the teaching candidate affect teacher

candidate behavior to the extent discernible differences in learner
performance result?

(7) What influence does supervisory observations have on teacher
candidate morale and subsequent classroom performance?

(8) Is there a qualitative and quantitative difference in the instruction

provided across the two units by the student teacher?

(9) Are student teachers equally effective in produc1ng cogn1t1ve growth

among their learners?

(10) Do classroom supervisors influence the teaching behavior of student

teachers sufficiently to bring about variation in cognitive

attainment .among- learners?- .

(11) Is the systematic model of teaching used in this program defensible
from an empirical perspective?

(12) Does the location of the student teaching exberience influence the
success of teaching candidates in bringing about cognitive growth
of their learners?

L4
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(13) Does the supervisory experience of the university supervisors
and classroom supervisors influence the success of teaching
candidates in bringing about cognitive growih of their learners?

(14) Does the variable, teaching field of the student teacher, reveal
) differences in cognitive attainment of learngrs of student ¢
° teachers? \

(15) Does the unit of analysis, i.é., learner, studént teacher,
instructional, classes of the student teacher, ihf]uence the

LY

data summanies for yariab]es of interest? \

(16) Do student teachers'who teach a greater number of\\earners perform
any differently than student teachers with fewer Tearners?

These question represent only a small portion of the issues we have
begun to think about and exp]o}e. As colleagues, we encourage your
participation in the research group on teache. education ané)so1icity your
thoughts and analyses of the sata in DENNOR. This data set isn't the .
exclusive property of Denton or Morris it belongs to the research laboratory
on instruction. Therefore as participants in the laboratory you have
-every right to analyze the data and report your findings. The only

obligation attached is that an acknow]edgementbénwde that University

Research Funds - Texas A&M University were used in conducting the research.
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Card Column

Colau .}
Col 3
Col 4
Col 5
Col 6
Col 8
Col 10-13
Col 14
Col 15-16
~ Col 17-20
Col 21
Col 22-23
Col -24-27
Col 28
© Col 29
—. . Col 30
) Col 31
Col 32
Col 33
Col 34
Col: 35-37
Col 38
Col 39
Col 40
- Col 41
Col 42-43
Col 44-47
Col 48-49
Col 50-53
Col 54
. Col 55-58
Col 59
Col -60
Col 61
Col 62
Col 63
Col 64
Col 65
Col’, 66-68
Col 69
Col 70°
Col 71-72
Col 73-74 .

N C01 75-77

DENNOR DATA°SET
Card 1

Rating of Units by Univ. Supervisor

Var. label

IDT
UN1
GN1
FGI
cL1
POKN1
POKC1
POR1
POSN1
POSCI.
POR2
POAN1
POACT
DIA1
REM1
CONO1

. IST1

LMi
SUME1
FORM1
SUBJ1
UN2 |
GN2
FG2
- CL2
-.POKN2
POKC2
POSN2
POSC2
POAN2 -
POAC2
DIA2 -
REM2
CONO2
IST2
LM2
" SUME2
FORM2
SuBJ2
SEX
MAS
-, AGE
usup
t

t

- UNIV. Supervisor,

Variable

Student teacher #

Unit Number

General Goal

Focusing Generalizations
Concept List

# of Knowledge P.O.
Components of, P.0.

P.0. Rating #%r Unit 1 -

25

Coding @onvention

# of Skill Obj. P.0. (Application-Evaluation)

Components of Skill 0bj
P.0. Rating for Unit 2

# of- Attitude Objectives
‘Components of Attitude Obj
Diagnosis .
Remediation

_~Content Qutline ~

Inst. Strategies
List of Materials
Summative Eval
Formative Eval
‘Subject Agea-lIst unit
Unit #2
General Goal
Focusing Generalizations
- Concept List
# of knowledge P.O.
Components of P.0. -
# of Skill Obj. .
Components of Skill 0bj.
# of Attitude obj
Components of Attitude Obj
Diagnosis
“Remediation
Content Qutline -
.Inst. Strategi
List of Maferfg??\\
Summative Eva]
Formative Eval'
Subj Area-2nd uNit
Sex of S.T. . . =«
Major of S.T.
Age of S.¥. ~

’,

Classroom Superv1sor’)
Card 1

- 27

CSUP - CODE

. E?

1 = Norris §.

high Tow
1-5 0=N/A
1-5 0=N/A
1-5 0=N/A
ABCD
1-5
ABCD
1"- 5
ABCD
1 -5 0=N/A
1-5
1-5
.1 -5
1-5
1-5
1-5
Soc, Sci, Mat, Eng
> .
1-5
1-5
1-5 L
ABCD ’
ABCD
ABCD .
1-5
"1-5
1-5 -
1-5 =
1-5
1-5
1-5, .
Jnale=1, female=2
CI-

, NON=EDCI=2

02 - Tooke J, .,

03 *- Finney A.
04 - Dyer A.
05 - _Smi- .

o«
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50k - LOOt
(Spring)-78
Student_Teacher oo 1o LSup Tnacher £}
Blume, Ding= - = =+ =01 (015}
Ginson, Clndy= = =~ « G2 (039
Nouse, Marty = = » » = 03 {021
Ortiz, Weype = x = - + B4 (040)
Sorenson, Lindy -« tm {019
Jownsend, Kristy - = 0 (010
Wester, Joha - - - - 8 {(02])
(Fall}erd
Student Teacher ! me
Bartlett, Paul -
Bobsetn, Kancy
Srown, Yicki -
Orehr, Oarla -
Ougst, Kathy -
Gammons, Janet -
Gaskill, Linda -
Hasmond, Terry = . (Spr)
Kelw, George « = = = « - 3
Harrington, kris - = = « 18 {032) (Spr)
Ingrem, Pebdfe - - - - - 19 {025
Jonaston, Janfe - « - = 20 (OB4
Lakue, Lee - ~- - - - 28 {02}
Lovett; Bartara - 22 (011
Kalek, Dorothy - - » 23 (0720
Owenr, Helissa - - 24 (0)6
Smith Evelyn - - - 25 {015
Halker, Tom - - - 21 {02
webdar, Odn - - - 20 {00%
Moods, Geflan - - - - = 2% (020
{Spring)=-/9

Student Tescher.

Beale, Tima -
Sroussard, Edmond
Cater, Alicfa
Gandy, Susin - 018
Garner. Charlotte 034
Gi1111and, Gene o1¢
Gray. Linda - - 02§
Hoskins, Betty - (23]
Hill, Charlotte 03¢
Lent2, Fred - - 033
0*8riane Xaren - 022
Oliver, tourdes - -4 (dn
Peters, Steve - - - - - &2 {012
Schotchaer, Laura = - = 43 (008
Sebeste, Debra Ann - & (00
 Synder, Sandy - - - &5 {o11
Steele, Carolyn - - &4 (03S
Sullivan, Hanna - 4 (918)
Thompson, Keren - 037)
T4l1erson, Shirizy - 4% (036)
Younge Janet » = = = - < %0 {018)

(Fall) 1979

Student Teacher . . .

Soenter, bynn - - ¢ - - 1 (0A)
Carden, Kancy = « = = = R (oA
Hood, Tim = = = = « = = 53 (03}
Moore, Joha « = - = = = 54 (04
Oenfel, Temmy = - - - = 55 (045
Radoine Marsha- - » - » 56 (044
Iromblee, Mary. » - - - 51 (04]
wheeler, Tally - —~- » 58 (04
Whisenat, Kim - - « » = 61 (05}

(Spring) 1980 e

Student Teacher . L. . ...
pullen, Earl ~ « - = = 59 (049
Rippel, Judy - - - = - 60 (050
Bell, Becky - - - - = - 62 {052
tertine, Dfana - = - - 3 {05)
Kefe, Julte - - - - - - &4 (0S4
Oecluitt Shary- « « - = 65 {036
Munnclly, Dorthy- - - - 86 (055
Xarr, Abdie - - - - 61 (0%
Ksllus, Marilyn Ja - 48 {0))
Elkin, Valorie - - 8% {od]
Hardin, Atn « » < = » = 1) {057
Mason, Jane - = - - - = 71 {050
Leppers Carol - = - - « J2 {059
Taylor, Oavid -« - - - - 13 (01§
Tscherbart, Janis - - - 74 (059,
Rivera, Valorte - - - < 1§ 0453
Sims, Janet - - - - - TG (046
Staten, Carol - = = - - I1 {049
Turner, Tonyla - -« = - I8 (0)%
Permentsr, Tasmy - = - 79 (060
Saith, Lisa - « - = - = 80 (061
Martin, Kay -« » = = = - A} {021
Klaus, Dabra- - - - = « 82 (04
Slough, Rose Aan- - - - 83 (062
Oradiey, myllis- - « - 8¢ (018
rsee An - -« - - - 85 (06)
Beckman, Susane - - - - 86 {033
Favlicek, Mary- - 87 (064
Mewin, Wrie « - - - - 38 {065

Vilson, Luaane - - - = 90 (086 .
*Yavghn, Terry » = = = = 91 {067
*Criffin, Chris - » - » 92 (068
*Karris, Dedbie- - - - - 93 ({O)!
*¥alier, Randy - = - = - 94 {069
*Carrflle, fdna- - - - - ¢S {070
*Bourge Brenda = - - = = 9% (0N
“Pesek, Xaren - - -2« I {072
_*Calarslle, Debbie - - - 98 (07)

“Unsble to include In styiy
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Suparyisirg Te
Soyle, Jemes

Danfels, Harry 010 {07, 1}
Oobson, Yirgints o {22, &
Easter, Princess 012 -, &
faulhnor, Aprtl o) {12, -

Garner. Rabert o (-,
Heasley. Onelds ots {01, 25)
Lompe, Clarise - o {-. 4
LaNotr, Don 0?7 -4 30

Lovings Cathles -
Marquis, Ellen -
Marsh, ida == « =« = 020 (u3, 2;

Palser, Ann =~ -
vastur, Feggy -
reesley, 08 v .

- r w[
Supervising rmn._rs;’ ”’_l. ztul Teschert)

Reed, Ralph - = = - - 024 (27, Q)
Robinson, Harley - = = 025 {19, 3
Rogers, Linde - - « - 026 (10, 36)
Rouse. ehn - o - 027 (08, W, N}
Savell, Jackie - - 0 (2, -
Schaffer, Milten - 029 {09, -)
Siabold, £d - - =« = 030 (-, 39)
Stenley, Paula = = == 031 {15, -
Straud, Severly - -~ 032 (1)1, 18
st. Clatrs Chester - = 033 (12, -}
Todd, Dena =« « -« O3 (34, W)
Tomlsnson, Marfe - 0)5 (-, 46
¥sldon, Ora = - - 036 (24, 49)
‘Ledow. Bue - - - 037 (-, )
Rivers, G . LI LA U S
Harcies. Liss 03 {02, - )

IOk v caaaan N (MR, )

Fe11 1979 - Spring 1940
Suparytsina Teschers ¢ {Stud. Teacherst)
Oenaho, Patsy - - 041 (51,69
gi. 8

Jacl 045
Hirsch, Mery - 046
Gelber. Morels 047
Hilllaws, Rite 048
Meyo, K. = o 049
Rizzo, 0. 050
Xieffer, Crac 05}
Meads, Trevs 052
York, Xancy 053
Noble. P. 054
Lanpo, C. 055
Cssey. B.J. 056
Aright, Arthur 057
Crow, Hattie- - - ~ -« 058
HeCord, Marsha -+~ 059
Price, Joyce - - = - 060
Sennett, Witbert 2]
Saunders, 31y 082
063
064
045
066
067
068
069
6/0

*Csskey, Judy - = -
YHorley, K = =<~ = 0N

*Unsble to Include In study
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- - Cord 2
Susmary ot Units by Studeat Teacher 28
8 -
Uniy Suservisor ivaluation PFrufile Ratings

Card Column Yar, Label Yarisble Coding Conventton
} Col 1-2 Teacher mmder
* Col 2 )] Grade lavel of unit |
| Col 56 reR) aber of instructional perfods 1n Uit 1
Col 7-9 PERY Lencth of peried fn minutes ;
Cot 10 U @ Estizated achisvement level of students
| Highel, R1ddlee2, Lowed
Cot 11 L343 Estinat-d Socto-fcenomic leval of students
g ! . Upperal, Middie te UpparsZ, Riddle=d,
) Nidele te Lower=4, Lower=S
Col 12-13 Gre Grace leve) of Uait 2
- rat WS PER2 Number of fnstructional periods in Unit 2 .
N - sEM2 tenqtn o1 period n minutiy
Col 19 (214 ¥ Estimated achievement level
High=1, Middle-2, Lowed
! Col 20 SESZ Estimated SES Uppecel, Misdle to Uppere?
Widdie=3, Midéle to Lowersd, Lower-S
Co) 21-24 0GR Overall Grage Point Ratie
Col 25-28 em Praf. Ed. Grade Point Ratio
Col-29-32 TFIGER Teaching f1e1d 1 Grade Point Ratio
< Col 33-26 TF26PR Teaching f1e1d 2 Grade Peint Ratio
Cot 37-50 SCH Schoo) Neme (site of Student Teaching Experience) *
Cel 51 EV}:‘ 5v=|ugzlon Profile A1 -1 s
Co} 52 . EY niv Sup reting of use of less 1a0 -
. Col 53 EY1P2 Univ Sup rlllnp\: ol.}:u o Lr.°8.?-€zm 1.5
’ Col 54 EviPd . Untv-Sup ting of diagnestics used 1-5
o1 55 EYIP4 Univ Sup reting of remediation procedures 1-4%
Col 56 EYIPS Univ Sup rating of mastery ofceatent 1-5
Col 57 32143 Uniy Sup rating of duplicetion equipment 1-5
Col 56 ey Univ Sup reting of use of A-Y-equipment 1-5
Col 59 i Unfv Sup reting of iatrocuctisn $-concluston
of lessen -5
b Cel 60 [431¢] Univ Sup rating of meshod of instruction 1-% ~
Col §1 [l 414 Univ Sup rsting of four types of Stislus
prasentstion 15
n ny of f sttendin hevier -
E:l ﬁ g““ Bn“ ii‘.g ::iln; go “ 3-°c|2§r’31u21?3m’ . l - 2 ~
Col 63 32145 Univ Sup rating of use ¢ifferent levels of
quest fons 1-5
Col 65 (32140 Univ Sup reting of reinforcing techntnues 1.5
Col 6 EY1P15 Univ Sup rating to clarify valuss 1-§
. ce) 67 EvIPl6 Unty Sup rating of classroem minsgenent 1-5%
Col 68 111140 Unfv Sup rating of evelustion nstrument 1-5
} Col 69 ine Uniy Sup rating te evaluite fnst. progree V-5 -
Col 70 131148} Un{y Sup reting of selfeevaluation 1=-5 .
Il N EY1P20 Univ Sup rating tesching & two weel unit t-5
Col 72 EYir2) Unilv Sup rating model 1-5% .
. Col 73 mir2 Univ Sup rating responsibil{ty 1-5
- Col 74 Y12} Untv Sup rating promptness 1-5
Col 75 EYIP24 Univ Sup rating personal groom 15
Col 76 EY1P25 , Univ Sup reting cooperstion 1-5
. Col 77 V1026 Univ Sup rating scceptance of 3Chool naras 1-5
ol 78 Y1027 Unlv $up rating wnergy 1-%
» Col 79 A2 7] Uniy Sup rating concern for school 1-5
Col 83 Card 2
*SCH - CODE ~
A M H I G-e--o AMHKe :
4 A nnl 0- - ABM Niddle
_ 8 R Y A R - Brysn
C AL K I- Caldvall Kigh
¢ A L J R- Caldwall Middle
H E A R N- Hesrne Kigh
J 0 N £ S- Mson Jones
K A T Y He Katy Kigh
x A T ¥ J- Xaty Junior Hign
X A Y # 1- Havasots High
N A Y ¥ 0 Ravasota Mlédle
S F A U S~ 5. F. Austin B
r
- 1
. .
’
I
Q J0
. ,
] «

2
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Card Column

Card 3

Univ. Supervisor - Evalustion Profile ~ Ratings {cont)

tar, el

3744

Evern
£v2r12
Ev213

37441}
EV2P15
EV2P16

EVIP25
EV3P26

EV4Pa

EVAPS
EV4P10

EVar11
Ev4P12
EV4P13

EV4P14
EV4P1S

Varisbls Coding Convention

Teacher number
Evaluation Prafile #2 .2 Mrh Tow
Univ Sup reting - lessen plan -5
Univ Sup reting - per. ebjective 1-5
Univ Sup rating - dlagmestics ysed 1-5
Univ Sup rating - remedistion procedurss 1-5
Univ Sup rating - mester of content 1-5
Univ Sup reting - duplicatien equipment 1.5
Univ Sup rating - yse of A-Y equipment 1-5
Univ Sup rating - introduction 3 conclusion

of lasson 1-5
Univ Sup reting - methed ef {nstruction 1-5
Univ Sup rating - four types of Stimulus

presentation
Univ Sup rating - uze of sttending deMavior 1-5
Univ Sup rating - to give clear directions 1-5
Univ Sup rating - use differant levels of

westions 1-5
Univ Sup reting - of reinforcing techniques
Univ Sup reting - te clarify values 1-5
Univ Sup rating - of classroom manegement 1-5
Univ Sup rating - of evaluation fnstruments 1 -5
Univ Sup rating - to evaluate.inst. pregram 1 - §
Univ Sup rating - of seolf evalustion 1-5
Univ Sup rating - teaching & 2 wk unit 1.5
Univ Sup rating - model 1-5
Unfv Sup rating - raspansidility 1-5
Univ Sup reting - promptness, 1-5
Univ Sup rating - personal grooming 1-5
Univ Sup rating - cooperation 1-5
Univ Sup rating - acceptancs of schoolnorms 1-5
Univ Sup rating - enerqy 1-5
Univ Sup reting - concern for school 1-5
Evaluation Profile #3 «3
Univ Sup rating - lesson plan 1-5
Univ Sup rating - per. objective 1-5
Univ Sup rating - diagnostics used 1-5
Univ Sup rating - remedistion procedures 1-5
Unfv Sup rating - mastary.of content. J---5-
Unfv Sup rating - dublication equipment 1-5
Unfy Sup rating - use of A-V equipment 1-5
Unfv Sup rating - introduction & conclusfon of

lesson 1-5
Untv Sup rating - method of fnstruction 1-5
Unfv Sup rating - four types of Stimulus

presentation 15
Unfv Sup rating - yse of sttanding behavior 1-5
Univ Sup rating - to give clear directions 1-5
Univ Sup rating - yse diffarent levels of

questions 1.5
Unfv Sup rating - of reinforcing techniques 1-5
Univ Sup rating - to clarify valuas 1-5
Unfv Sup rating - ef classroom mensgement 1-5
Univ Sup rating - of gvalustion instruments 1-5
Univ Sup rating - to evaluats inst. progree 1 - 5
Univ Sup rating - of self asvaluation 1.5
Univ Sup rating - teaching & 2 wk unit 1-5
*Univ Sup rating - model 1«5
Univ Sup rating - responsibility 1-5
Univ Sup rating - promptness 1-5
Univ Sup rating - personal grooming 1-5
Univ Sup ratifg - cooperation 1-5
Univ Sup rating - ecceptancs of schaolnarms 1-5
Uriv Sup rating -~ eneryy 15
Univ Sup rating - concern for school 1.5
Evalustion Profile #4 o 4
Univ Sup rating - lesson plen 1-5
Univ Sup rating - per objective 1-5
Univ Sup rating - éfagnostics used 1-5
Unfv Sup rating - remedistion procedures 1-5
Unfv Sup rating - mastery of content 1.5
Univ Sup rating - duplication oquipment 1-5
Univ Sup rating - use of A-V equipment 1-5
Univ Sup rating - introductien & conclusion of

lesson * 1.5
Univ Sup rating - method of instruction 1-5
Univ Sup rating - four types of Stimulus

prasentation 1-5%
Univ Sup rating - yse of attending behavior 1~ 5
Univ Sup rating - to give clear directions 15
Univ Sup rating - use ¢iffarent levals of -

questions 1.5
Univ Sup riting ~ of reinforct techniques 1-5

- to clarify vﬁucs 1-5

Univ Sup rati
Curdng

&

"

ey
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Card 4 .
. Weekly 5.7. Schedule
Card Column Yar, Ledsl Yarlsble Coding Convention
Col 1-2 Teacher number  —~
Col 4 EV4P16 Unlv Sup rating - classroom management 1-5 -
Col § Evany Univ Sup rating - evaluatien {nstruments 1-5
Col 6 EVaP18 Univ Sup rating - evaluate inst, program 1-5
Col 7 Evar1e Uniy Sup rating - of self evaluatien 1-5
Col 8 £Y4r20 Univ Sup rating - teaching a 2 wk unit 1.5
Col 9 Ever21 Uniy Sup rating - medel 1.8
Col 10 EV4p22 Univ Sup rating - respensibility 1-58
Col N £V4P23 Univ Sup rating - premptness 1.5
Col 12 EVAP24 Univ Sup rating - personal grooming 1-5
Col 13 EVap2s Uniy Sup rating - ceoperation 1.5
Col 14 EVaP2¢6 Univ Sup rating - acceptanca of school norms 1 - §
Co) 15 EVAP27 Uniy Sup rating - energyy 1.5
Col 16 EVaPZS Univ Sup rating - concerna for school 1-5§
11424 Evaluation Profile-#5
Col 17 EVSP1 * Uniy Sup rating - lasson plan 1-5 - =
Col 18 - EVSP2 Univ Sup rating - per. ebjective
Col 19 EVSP Uniy Sup rating - dlagnestics used 15, .
’ Col 20 V504 Univ Sup rating - remediation procedures 1.5
Col 21 EVSPS Univ Sup rating - mastery of content 1-5
Col 22 £EV5P6 Univ Sup rating - duplicetion equipment «+1-5
Col 23 EVSPY Univ Sup rating - use of A-V equipment 1-5
Col 24 EVSPe Univ Sup rating -~ introduction & conclusion
. of lesson 1-5
Col 25 EV5PY Univ Sup rating - methed o7 instruction 1-5
Col 26 EVSP10 Uniy Sup rating - four types of stisulus
prasentation 1-5
Col 27 EVSPIN Unfiv Sup rating - yse of attending behavior 1-5
Col 28 EVSPI12 Univ Sup reting - to 9ive ciear directions 1.5
Col 29 EVSn3 Univ Sup rating - use different levels of
. questions 1-5
Col X0 EVSP 14 Univ Sup rating - of reinforcing techniques 15
Col 3 EVSP1S Univ Sup rating - to clarify vaiues 1-5
-Col 32 EVSPI6- Univ-Sip_rating - of .classroem mansgement 1-5 .
Col 33 Evse? Uniy Sup rating - of evaluation instruments 1-5
_ _ Col 34 EVSME———Univ-Sup-rating - to evaluate inst, programa 1 - §
Col 35 EV5P19 Univ Sup rating - ef self evaluation 1-5
Col 36 EV5P20 Univ Sup rating - teaching a 2 wk unit 1-5§
Col 37 EVSP21 Uniy Sup rating - medel 1-5
Col 38 EVSP22 Univ Sup rating - 7espensibility 1-58
Col 39 EV5P23 Uniy Sup rating - premntness. 1.5 .
Col 40 EVSP24 Univ Sup rating - personal grooming 1-5
e —— Col-41 - CEVSP25. - -Univ-Sup-rating---ceoperation- 1§ - -
Col 42 " EVSP26 Univ Sup reting - acceptance of school nores 1 - §
Col %3 EV5P2) Univ Sup reting ~ energy 1~5
Col 44 EVSP28 Univ Sup reting - concern for school 1-5§
Col 45 ver Evaluation Profile #6 '
Col 46 EVén Univ Sup rating - lesson Plan 1-5
Col &7 EvérR Uniy Sup rating ~ per objective 1-5
Col 48 Ever3 Univ Sup rating - diagnestics used 1-5
Col 49 EVEP4 Univ Sup rating - ramediation procedures 1-58
Col 80 .- EVePS Univ Sup rating ~ master of content 1-5
Col S1 EV6PS Univ Sup rating - duplication evuipment 1.8 v
Col’ 52 EV6PT Univ Sup rating - use of AV equipment ™ 1.5
i Col 53 EVera Univ Sup rating - introduction & conclusion
” of lessens 1-95
154 " EVEPY Univ Sup rating - method of instruction 15
Col S5 (AL 41] Univ Sup rating - four types ef stimulus
presentations < 1-5
Col 56 EVeP1 Univ Sup rating - use of attending behavior
Col 57 EVSPI2 Univ Sup rating - to give clear directions 1-5§
Col 58 [a{ K] Univ Sup rating - use differant levels of
questions 1-5
Col 59 EVEM4 Univ Sup rating - of reinfercing techniquas 1-5
Cel 60 EVP1S Univ Sup rating - to clarify vaives
Cel 61 3,413 Univ Sup reting - of classroem menagement 1.5
Col 62 EVer1? Univ Sup rating - of evaluation {nstruments 1-5
Col 8 EVerls Univ Sup rating - te evaluate inst. sregram 1-8 .
Cel 64 EV6r19 Univ Sup rating - of self evaluation 1-3 .
Col 65 EVer20 Univ Sup rating - tesching a 2 wk unit 1.5
Col 66 EVer21 Univ Sup rating - model 1-5
Col 67 3] 773 Univ Sup rating - responsibility 1-5
Col 68 EVéPr23 Univ Sup rating - promptnets 1-5
_ Col 69 EV6Pr24 Univ Sup rating - personal grooming 1-5§
Col 70 EVeP2S Univ Sup rating - cooperation 1.5
Col N EV6P26 Univ Sup rating - acceptanca of ichcol noms 1 -5
Col 72 EV6P27 Univ Sup rating - energy 1-5
Col 13 EVEP2S Univ Sup rating - concern for school 1-5

Col 79-80 o4 Card 4




Card Columns

Col

Col
Col
Col
Col
Col
Col
Col 10
Col N
Col 12
Col 13
Col 14
Col 15
Co? 16
[=1IR})
Col 18
Col 19

-2

VSN VNLE -

Col 79-80

Yar. Labe!

TIA

i Card §
Weekly S.T. Schedule
Yarisble
Tedcher ¢
wkl ~ Time - 3 Introd. Activity
wkl - Time - 3 Planaing
wkl - Time - X Assisting
wkl - Time - I Team Tesching
wkl - Time - % Full Responsibilfty
wkl - Time - 3 2nd Enviremsent
wkl - Morale Reting
wk2 - Tise - T Introd. Activity
wk2 - Time - X Plamning
wk2 - Time - I Assisting
whk2 « Time - 3 Team Toachi
wk2 - Time - 3 Full anﬁbllﬂy
wk2 -~ Time - 3 2nd Enviromment
wk2 - Merele Rating
wk3 - Time - % Introd. Activity
wk3 - Tise - 3 Planning
wkd - Time - X Aasisting
w3 - Time - 3 Toam Toaching
wk] - Time « 3 Full Responsibiifity
k3 - Time - 3 2nd Environment
wk3 - Ibult Rating
wkd - Time - 1 [ntrod. Activity
wid - Time - 3 Plamning
wkd - Time « X Assisting
wkd < Tise « I Team Teeching
wkd - Time - I Full Mespensidility
wkd - Time - 3 2nd Enviroment <
wkd ~ Morele Rating
wk5 - Time - X Introd. Activity
wk5 - Time - 3 Planning
wk5 - Time - I Assisting
wk5 - Time - X Team Teaching
wkS - Time - 3 Full Responsibilfty

wk5 - Time - 1 2nd Enyiromment

wk5 - Morale-Rating

wké - Time - X Introd. Activity
wké ~ Time - 3 Planning

wké - Time - £ Assisting

wké - Time - I Team Teaching

wké - Time - 3 Full Respensibility
wké - Time - 3 2nd Enviromment
wk6 - Morsle Rating

wk? - Time - 3 Introd. Activity
-wk?—--Time --3-Planning-

wk? - Time - 3 Assisting

wk] - Time - 3 Team ‘I’mhin‘

wk? - Tiwe - 3 Full Responsidility
n:; - Time - 3 2nd Enviromment

wk/ o Horah fat

vis - TEee Pnttor, activity
wk - Time - X Planning

wkf - Time - I Assisting

wkE - Time - 3 Tean Teaching

wil - Time - 3 Full Responsibilifty
wki - Time - X 2nd Enviromment
wk8 - Morele Rating

wk9 - Time - I Introd. Activity
wky - Time ~ 3 Planning”

wk9 - Time « I Assisting

wk - Time -~ 3 Toom ‘I’ucMn’

wkd - Time -~ X Full Res ity
wkd - Time - 3 2nd tnvlromnt
Wk9 - Merale Qating ©

wkl0- Time -.3 Intred. Activity
wki0- Time - 3 Planning

wkiC- Time - X Assisting

wki0- Time - 1 Tesm Teaching
wk10- Time - 3 Full Responsibilfity
wk10- Time - X 2nd Enviromment
wk10- Morsle Rating

Card 5

Coding Conventions

0-043 N
1-5-10%

2-20%

3-303

4-40%

5-50%

6-60%

7-70%

¥-50%
9-90-1007
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Card 6

Weekly S.T. Schadule (Cont)

Yarisple
Tee

cher # °
wkll - Time - § Intred. Activity
wkll - Time - § Plaming
wkil - Time - % Assisting
wkil - Tine - ¥ Toam Toach
wkll - Time = % Full Respensibility
wkll = Timg - § 2nd Enviroment
wkll - Morale Rating
wki2 - Time - § Intred. Activity
wklZ - Time - £ Planning
wki2 - Time - % Assisting
wk12 - Time - § Teom Toaching
wk12 - Tise - 5 Full Respensidility
wki2 - Time - 5 2nd Enviromment
wki2 - Norale fating
wk13 - Time - % Intred. Activity
wkl} - Tise - X Plamning
wkl) - Time - 5 Assisting
wkl3 = Time - % Toom Teech!

-wk13 - Time - % Full mm”‘umy

wkl3 - Time - § 2nd Envirement
wkl) - Merale Rating °
wklé - Time - $-Introd. Activity
w14, - Tine - % Plamning
wkl4 - Time - § Assisting
wki§ - Tine - § Toam Toaching
wklé - Time - $ Full Respensibility
wklé = Time - § 2nd Enviromment
wklé - Morale fatinmg
wkiS - Time - § Intred. Activity
wkiS - Time - % Planning
wk1S - Time - S Assisting
wkiS - Time = 5 Tosm Teaching
wk1S - Time - $ Full Responsibility
w1 - Time - % 2nd Enviromsent
wkiS - Morale Rating

Card G .

CmfI

Performance Dsta on Individusl Leerners

Yariable

Teacher #

Learner ID4

PRETEST SCORE UNIT 1 (RAW SCORE)-
UNIT 1 - OSJECTIVE 1
UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 2
UNIT*1. - OBJECTIVE 3

UNIT 1| - OBJECTIVE 4

UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE §

UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE €

UNIT 1 - OSJECTIVE 7

UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 8

URIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 9

UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 10

UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 11

UKIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 12

UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE 13

UNIT 1 - OBJECTIVE-14

UMIT | - OBJECTIVE 16
POSTTEST SCORE (RAM) UMIT 1
Number of objectives - Unit

9+90-100%

Coding Convention

Coding cmvov{uon
0bJ achieved = 1
0bj not achieved = 0

1
£ of total ebJ. achieved by learner Unit 1

PRETEST SCORE Unit 2 (Raw Score)

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 1

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 2

UMIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 3

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE &

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE S

UNIT 2 - O8JECTIVE 6

UNIT 2 - OSJECTIVE 7

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 8

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 9

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 10

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 11

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 12

UNIT 2 - OSJECTIVE 1J

UNIT 2 - DBJECTIVE 14

UNIT 2 - OBJECTIVE 15
POSTTEST SCORE (RAW) UNIT 2
Musber of Objectives - Unit 2

Coding convention
Obj. achieved » |
0bj. not achieved = O

%a% ';om obJ, achieved by learner Unit 2

Card 8 - Blank

[Available for future data exparsion]
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